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INTRODUCTION 
While people are alike, they are also different. They are alike 
in that their behavior is caused, motivated, and goal-directed. They 
are different, however, to the extent that they are subject to 
different kinds of stimulation, that they vary in kinds and degrees of 
motivation, and that they behave in many different ways to achieve 
many different goals. 
These differences are important because they provide the basis of 
psychology, the science of human behavior (Dunnette, 1966). Within 
the psychology of work and organization, the theoretical role of 
individual characteristics can be delineated through the two 
prevailing paradigms. The paradigm of differential psychology aims to 
explain differences in behavior from stable individual 
characteristics. The paradigm of general psychology, on the other 
hand, looks for explanations of behavior mainly in terms of processes 
holding for every individual; it places individual characteristics in 
the background (Roe, 1984). 
From a practical, managerial point of view, individual 
characteristics can be handled by four intervention strategies: 
selection of persons or conditions and modification of persons or 
conditions. There are four possibilities in dealing with individual 
differences: personnel selection, placement and classification, 
training, and job design. According to Argyris (1976), however, a 
more meaningful issue is how individual differences are optimally 
suppressed for the sake of both individuals and the organizations. 
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What we are seeking is that "optimal relationship" where the 
individual gives up aspects of self that would be functional to his or 
her continued development and to the organization's effectiveness 
(Argyris, 1976). It is fair to say that intervention strategies have 
been very helpful in smothering individual differences in 
organizations, but little attention is given to whether this process 
is an optimal way of suppressing individual differences. 
Contradictory to the above contention is the suggestion to 
encourage the "optimal use" of individual differences or 
potentialities (Argyris, 1964; Hackman & Lawler, 1971). Since humans' 
social environment is complex, they have to conceptualize and organize 
reality into more manageable units so as to use their capacities 
effectively. Through this process of simplification and organization, 
humans develop their own strategies which represent individual 
identity and uniqueness (Simon, 1969). 
Schneider (1985, 1987) has indirectly supported this thesis by 
emphasizing the role of "person effects" as causes of organizational 
behavior. Schneider, in his attraction-selection-attrition, or ASA, 
framework, makes the following statement: 
In reality, the way it [an organization] 
looks is a result of the people there behaving the 
way they do. They behave the way they do because 
they were attracted to that environment, selected 
by it, and stayed with it (1987, p. 440). 
Instead of suppressing individual differences, their optimal use 
within an organization has an important implication for research on 
socialization or psychological adjustment at work. The adjustment 
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process will be painful if an individual has to give up too much of 
his or her own characteristics. Some people may find it impossible to 
adjust to the group in which they are engaged because of personal 
likes and dislikes. Different kinds of people are likely to be 
effective in different kind of settings. For example, some people 
like structured work settings, direct supervision, and certainty in 
their work; others prefer opposite conditions. Then, it is worthwhile 
for psychologists and behavioral scientists to help people find the 
places in which they best fit. 
Individual Differences and Group Process 
People get together for various reasons, and most people are 
members of several different groups, ranging from family groups to 
work groups. But behavior of the individual in a group is often 
limited by social forces because other people with whom a person 
interacts can greatly affect how that person thinks, feels, and act. 
It was fifty years ago, at Hawthorne, that the informal face-to-face 
work group was identified as an important factor in organizational 
effectiveness. Since then, groups have been studied thoroughly and 
have become major tools of the applied behavioral scientist (Leavitt, 
1982). 
Group formation 
It is worth emphasizing that a group is something more than a 
simple headcount of people. It takes more than physical togetherness 
to make a group. Thus, when we talk about a group in an 
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organizational setting, we mean a "psychological group." As Schein 
(1970) says, "A psychological group is any number of people who (1) 
interact with one another, (2) are psychologically aware of one 
another, and (3) perceive themselves to be a group" (p. 69). 
The organizational group and the individual mutually attempt to 
influence each other in the early stages of interaction for the 
purpose of establishing a workable "psychological contract." Mann 
(1969) says that through the process of socialization, the individual 
becomes a member of a group. That is, the process of socialization 
is a method by which a group establishes psychological contracts with 
its new members. For example, newcomers are subject to socialization 
pressures such as acquiring appropriate role behavior, adjusting to 
work group's norms and values. Through frequent interaction among 
members, newcomers will facilitate their affiliation process. 
Group formation, however, does not stop with the affiliation of 
members. Instead, groups develop over a moderately long period of 
time and this development process is affected by the amount of 
individual differences among group members. Tuckman (1965) identified 
four stages of group developments: forming, storming, norming, and 
performing. In the forming stage, group members attempt to discover 
the nature and boundaries of the task and to discern what behaviors 
are acceptable in the group. The storming stage is characterized by 
tension, emotionality, and intragroup conflict because group members 
become hostile toward one another as a means of expressing their 
individuality. The norming stage begins a process of smoothing the 
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previous.tensions and generating harmony. That is, in-group feelings 
and close-knit relationships develop at this stage. In the performing 
stage, orientation toward task becomes a focus of group interactions. 
Emotionality is low, and the group is able to support and direct task 
processes. According to this model of group development, then, 
groups can be in any one of these four stages of development at any 
time. But to the extent that individual differences exist among group 
members, the group will stay longer at the storming stage because of 
tension and intragroup conflict. This will delay processing of the 
norming and performing stage. The further a group is from the 
performing stage, the longer it takes to become an effective work 
unit. 
Cattell's (1948) notions of maintenance synergy and effective 
synergy, which approximately correspond to the norming stage and 
performing stage, respectively, also show the impact of individual 
differences among group members. According to Cattell's group 
syntality theory, each member brings to the group a degree of energy 
that he or she has committed to the group's activities. Synergy, 
then, is the total of this individual energy that is available to the 
group. Some major portion of the group's synergy must be used to 
deal with interpersonal relations in the group. In any group, there 
is a certain amount of friction among group members resulting from 
status striving, power seeking, member incompatibility, etc. (Shaw, 
1976). This portion of synergy that must be diverted to establishing 
cohesion and harmony in the group is called maintenance synergy. 
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After this synergy is met, whatever is left over, called effective 
synergy, can be used to achieve group's goals. Therefore, it is clear 
from this analysis that groups characterized by much interpersonal 
conflict are likely to be ineffective in achieving the goals of the 
group. Since most of the synergy has been used for the group 
maintenance purpose, not enough synergy remains for achieving group 
goals. 
Group composition 
One of the most pervasive questions concerning group behavior 
involves group composition. Hackman and Morris (1975) suggest that 
"the most efficient and straightforward means of improving group 
behavior is through group composition: Put good people in the group" 
(p. 38). However, standard selection procedures largely ignore group 
aspects of performance implicitly assuming that groups composed of 
individually qualified members will perform effectively. But the 
degree of predictability of group behavior from individual member 
competence is usually rather low (Haythorn, 1968). 
Haythorn (1968) has enumerated why the composition of the 
membership is important above and beyond the pool of talent it 
represents. First of all, the inability to "get along" frequently 
results in failure of the team or ineffectiveness in achieving the 
team's goals. For example, members of staff conference often 
attribute conference failure to the "personality clashes." Task-
oriented members tend to fight in group settings, interaction-oriented 
members tend to play, and self-oriented members tend to introspect on 
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why they were placed on the team (Bass, 1967). Thus, in a variety of 
ways associated with personality, attitudes, values, etc., individual 
members will serve as "good" group members or "poor" group members. 
A second reason for expecting group composition to facilitate 
group behavior lies in the importance of shared values. In 
addition to the formal and semiformal objectives of groups, there are 
usually informal objectives important to individual members. Social 
interests, politics, hobbies, etc. usually intrude at least to some 
degree in the activity of the group. Rational composition of group 
might minimize the energy expenditure required to achieve shared 
group norms and result in more compatible and consequently, more 
effective groups. It might also minimize the emotional trauma to 
which the deviant member is subjected (Haythorn, 1968). 
The above discussion stimulated me to address the issue of 
interactional process in the realm of group composition effects. 
Within social psychology, one can identify several approaches dealing 
with the issue of individual characteristics and their impact on the 
quality of interpersonal bonds: similarity theory, equity theory, 
social comparison theory, etc. In this study, however, I will focus 
on similarity theory because it explains effects of group member 
homogeneity which are the major concern of my study. 
Similarity theory in its simplest form argues that "homogeneity 
of group members is desirable because it evokes positive forms of 
mutual attraction, whereas heterogeneity introduces diversive tension" 
(Tziner, 1986, p. 346). We tend to like those who hold similar 
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opinions to us and to reject those whom we think are unlike us. 
Therefore, members who have like opinions or who think they are alike 
will be more satisfied with the group as well as with each other, 
than members who see differences between themselves and others in the 
group. Such similarity will result in less conflict and a smoother 
interaction process (Byrne, 1971). It follows, then, that if 
achieving a group's goal depends on smooth, cooperative, conflict-
free, and coordinated efforts among the members, then homogeneous 
membership where members are alike, would lead to positive group 
behavior. Thus, group should be clustered to work on the basis of 
whether or not they are compatible; that is, members are grouped 
according to whether they agree on how much power, status, and 
affection should be used to maintain satisfactorily interpersonal 
relations. As Cattell (1948) describes, maintenance of good 
interpersonal relations in a group is a prerequisite for achieving the 
group's goals. 
"Person-Person" Matching 
Traditionally, personnel decisions in organizations have been 
made on the basis of a principle of person-job matching. In other 
words, for effective performance each job has certain characteristics 
which need to be matched with some person possessing certain 
qualities. This view is probably too mechanistic, for it tacitly 
ignores the situational and social circumstances surrounding jobs 
(Dunnette, 1966). One of the most important factors in the work 
setting is social compatibility among group members. Interpersonal 
9 
relationships are critically important in achieving group goals in a 
way which maximizes group effectiveness and fulfills work-related 
satisfaction. As I have discussed in the section on group composition 
effect, the kind of members (e.g., coworkers, supervisors) comprising 
the social environment of work does make a difference in the 
individual and group processes. In general, it has been found that 
the more similar the group members are, the better the interpersonal 
relationships among members and the greater the group effectiveness 
and member satisfaction. Therefore, the kind of newcomers should be 
matched with the kind of group characteristics. That is, better 
personnel decisions can be made when there is a "person-person 
matching" as well as a "person-job matching." 
At this point, I need to clarify what stage of personnel decision 
I am talking about in achieving a person-person matching: selection 
or placement. I speculate that a person-person matching must be 
achieved at the stage of placement for two reasons. First, similarity 
of group members has been represented in terms of non-cognitive, 
socio-emotional variables such as personality characteristics, 
attitude or values. These variables are better at predicting a 
direction of behavior than a level of behavior (Lunnenborg, 1968; 
Super, 1962). Therefore, from a managerial point of view, it would be 
difficult to solely focus on motivational factors at the entry stage, 
ignoring the applicants' ability levels. It seems to make more sense 
to consider motivational aspects at the time of placement. 
A second and more important reason is related to the restriction 
of range problem. According to Schneider's (1987) attraction-
selection-attrition, or ASA, framework, because particular kinds of 
people are attracted to particular settings and those who do not fit 
leave, the people who remain will be similar to each other and 
constitute a more homogeneous group. This process produces 
restriction in range in individual differences which can be dangerous 
to long-term organizational health. The ASA framework indicates that 
unless organizations consciously fight restriction in the range of 
kinds of people, when the envirionment changes they will not be able 
to cope with the requirement to change. As an alternative, Schneider 
suggests that active recruitment processes may alleviate the 
restriction of range problem. That is, organzations are recommended 
to increase the range of the types of people they select by increasing 
the pool of candidates. But when an organization hires the new "right 
types" to adapt to the changing environment, unless those newcomers 
share some of the old-timers' inclination they will not fit at all and 
the old-timers will force them out (Alderfer, 1971). Thus, it is 
inferred from this analysis that considering motivational, socio-
emotional factors at the entry level would aggrevate the restriction 
of range problem. I rather suggest that a person-person match should 
be accomplished at the placement stage. 
Placement Within a Single Occupational Discipline 
The placement of the right person in the right job involves the 
work, work place, and work people since we are concerned with both 
ability to work and willingness to work harmoniously. In the previous 
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section, it has been emphasized that better placement decisions can 
be made by matching characteristics of a person with characteristics 
of other members (e.g., co-workers, supervisors) in the work group. 
Since some people just do not easily mix socially, maladjustment in 
the work place can be caused by a poor matching. Although it seems to 
me a little too much. Miner (1963) who has studied ineffective job 
performance has concluded, "At a very minimum, 60 percent of all 
performance failures appear to have some kind of personnel placement 
error as a contributing cause" (p. 339). 
From an individual perspective, the career choice process may 
reduce a chance of a poor matching because the process involves 
recognizing attractive types of activities or work environments while 
excluding less attractive alternatives. Also, it is generally 
accepted that occupations are reasonably homogeneous within themselves 
and heterogenous with respect to each other (Zytowski & Hay, 1984). 
However, the assumption that an occupation attracts and retains people 
with similar individual characteristics has no clear-cut empirical 
support (Super & Bohn, 1971, p. 241), probably because the variance 
in jobs and working environments of the same occupation is not taken 
into account (Erez & Shneorson, 1980). Furthermore, individuals 
grouped under the same occupational discipline may differ in their 
socio-emotional variables (e.g., need saliency patterns). Since these 
differences are not taken into accou it at the entry level, people tend 
to be heterogeneous in terms of socio-emotional aspects while they are 
working under the same occupational discipline. Therefore, the 
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placement issue I am interested in examining is the assignment of 
individual workers into work groups, based on their socio-emotional 
factors, within a single occupational discipline. 
Many of the "misfit victims" caused by poor placement practices 
will feel frustrated and somewhat alienated (Lawrence, 1975). 
Different people, while doing the same work, may develop, for example, 
different need saliency patterns because of their different 
socialization training or different cultural background (Kanungo, ' 
1979). A group of workers that values control and autonomy as their 
salient needs may get involved in work that is perceived as offering 
opportunity for exercising control and autonomy. Newcomers, however, 
may become alienated from this group if they view security and social 
needs, instead of control and autonomy, as their salient needs. 
The present study emphasizes the importance of the composition of 
homogeneous group members since it is closely related to the 
Interactional process among group members. As Cattell (1948) 
describes, the maintenance of good interpersonal relations in a group 
is a prerequisite for achieving group's goals. Thus, it is 
recommended that in order to create a favorable social environment at 
work, individual workers be assigned to work groups on the basis of 
whether or not they are compatible in terms of socio-emotional 
factors. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
The human resources present in groups can be directed toward more 
effective utilizations depending on how group members interact. It is 
suggested that the key to understanding group behavior including the 
group effectiveness problem is the on-going interaction process which 
takes place among group members (Hackman and Morris, 1978). 
Many social psychologists have taken a rather pessimistic view of 
the role of group process. Steiner (1972), for example, treats group 
interaction process almost entirely in terms of "process losses" which 
prevent the group from approaching its optimal or potential 
productivity. Janis (1972) also suggests that the group may develop 
and implement a course of action that is grossly inappropriate and 
ineffective, because of the "group think" process. 
A more optimistic view of the role of group process comes from 
organizational psychologists (Likert, 1961; Argyris, 1962). They tend 
to be optimistic about the possibility of enhancing group 
performance by utilizing group process (e.g., "training groups" or 
"team-building"). In general, they assume that members of many work 
groups are inhibited from exchanging ideas and information and from 
working together in a concerted fashion because of unhealthy 
interpersonal process. 
In the sections to follow, I first review existing thought and 
research on work group behavior. Then, studies on intraoccupational 
differences are discussed. Finally, the purpose of the present study 
is described. 
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Work Group Behavior 
A team or group will be more effective if its individual members 
are capable and skillful about what needs to be done. However, the 
outcome will be less satisfactory than what is expected when resources 
and capabilities of the individual members cannot be fully utilized 
because of some difficulties in interaction processes. Thus, the 
success of the group effort will depend on how much and how well 
individuals interact with each other. A general paradigm (adapted 
from McGrath, 1964) for analyzing the role of group interaction 
process as a mediator of group behavior is depicted in Figure 1. 
The fundamental assumption underlying the paradigm in Figure 1 is 
that input factors affect output factors through the interaction 
process. Thus, for example, if a group whose members are highly 
similar in terms of personality, attitudes, and values, etc., is more 
effective than groups having dissimilar members, it should be possible 
to explain the differences by examining the difference between 
interaction processes of the similar and the dissimilar groups. 
The literature review, however, will not cover all the variables 
in Figure 1. Instead, because I am studying the group composition 
effect on group behavior, the framework used in this research is as 
follows: 
Member Group ^ Interaction ^ Group 
Attributes Properties Process ' Behavior 
As the diagram indicates, group outcomes are modified by the 
interaction process of the members, which in turn, is affected by 
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INPUT PROCESS OUTPUT 
GROUP 
INTERACTION 
PROCESS 
GROUP-LEVEL 
FACTORS 
(e.g., structure, 
level of "cohesive-
ness," group size) 
(e.g., pattern of 
member skills, 
attitudes, personality 
characteristics) 
INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL 
FACTORS 
(e.g., perform­
ance quality, 
speed to 
solution, 
number of errors) 
PERFORMANCE 
OUTCOMES 
(e.g., group task 
characteristics, 
reward structure, 
level of environ­
mental stress) 
ENVIRONMENT-LEVEL 
FACTORS 
(e.g., member 
satisfaction, 
group "cohesive-
ness," attitude 
change, socio-
metric 
structure) 
OTHER OUTCOMES 
Figure 1. A traditional paradigm for analysis of group interaction 
as a mediator of input-performance relationship (McGrath, 
1964) 
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various properties of the group. Group properties also have a 
connection with attributes of individual group members. In the 
paragraph to follow, research on each link is examined. 
Relationships between group properties and Interaction process 
Interaction processes are strongly affected by properties of the 
group. Among the many properties of the groups singled out for 
investigation of their effects on interaction processes have been 
group size and group composition. After briefly reviewing studies on 
group size, I will focus on examining the research on group 
composition. 
Group size There are some survey and experimental evidences 
available about how size affects interaction processes. In the survey 
by Marriott (1949), foreman and workers favored the smaller of the work 
groups, because better relations could be obtained among members of 
the smaller groups. They could see each other and what each was 
contributing to the group effort. Miller (1950) also showed that 
members feel less sense of belonging to larger discussion groups. In 
addition, it was found that role expectations are less clear in larger 
groups. Members of larger groups, in general, are less expressive and 
helpful (Gerard et al., 1968). These outcomes lead to frustrations 
for the members of larger groups and a tendency to form cliques 
(McDavid & Harari, 1966). 
A number of other indications suggest that members have fewer 
difficulties Interacting with each other in smaller groups. That is. 
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if the team is too large, interaction difficulties interfere with 
performance. Yet, smallness is no panacea for group effort because, 
if the team is too small, it lacks the resources to do the Job 
adequately (Bass, 1982). 
Group composition Investigators have studied various aspects 
of group composition. Some research in group composition has focused 
on the skills and abilities of individual group members. It was 
assumed that group effectiveness could be enhanced by selecting group 
members on the basis of technical competence. This is the assumption 
on which standard selection procedures are based. However, in their 
review of the group literature, McGrath and Altman (1966) concluded 
that while individual ability appears to predict individual 
performance, there is little evidence that group performance can be 
reliably predicted from knowledge of member ability. In addition, 
Locke et al. (1978) found that ability predicted performance more 
effectively in groups which were homogeneous with respect to 
motivation than in those which were motivationally heterogeneous. 
Other group researchers suggest that the unified understanding of 
group composition effects must ultimately address the issue of 
interpersonal attraction (Tziner, 1986). According to the similarity 
theory of interpersonal attraction (Heider, 1958), individuals are 
attracted to those who are similar to themselves; "likes like likes." 
Thus, interaction processes are better in groups composed of people 
who are alike since those people can communicate more easily with each 
other. Also, there will be less conflict, fewer differences in 
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opinion, standards, and ways of doing things (Bass, 1965; Hoffman, 
1959). That is, members who are like-minded can influence each other 
more easily because they are mutually attracted (Lott & Lott, 1965). 
It is important to remember, however, that similarity is not a 
general quality. It is reasonable to expect that interpersonal 
attraction is related to similarity with respect to those 
characteristics which are judged important by the persons involved in 
the interaction (Shaw, 1976). The variable most widely investigated 
within this general category of significant characteristics is 
probably attitude similarity. A number of researchers (Byrne, 1971; 
Newcomb, 1961) suggest that the similarity of attitudes and values 
that individuals hold would facilitate interpersonal interaction, 
leading to effective group performance. When dissimilar attitudes 
exist, pressures toward balance tend to generate interpersonal 
hostility or disliking. According to Newcomb (1956), an interaction 
between two similar people is rewarding because one perceives the 
other's similarity as social support for one's own attitudes and 
values. 
The effects of attitude similarity on interpersonal attraction 
have been studied extensively by Byrne and his associates and they 
have consistently found attitude similarity to be a determinant of 
attraction (Byrne, 1961; Byrne & Griffiti, 1966; Byrne & Nelson, 
1965). In addition, Precker's (1952) study suggested that an 
effective leader must manifest similarity of values in the crucial 
areas of functioning in which his or her group is operating. That is. 
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if the leader is to be effective, group members must have some 
confidence that he or she is seeking at least some of the same values 
they seek. 
Similarity with respect to other characteristics has also been 
shown to be a determinant of attraction. Similarity of personality as 
a determinant of interpersonal attraction was studied by a number of 
researchers (Izard, 1960; Griffitt, 1966). In his study, Hoffman 
(1959) maintained that the particular characteristics of group 
members are not a significant factor. An important determinant of 
group behavior is the interaction of these individual characteristics. 
His study supported the hypothesis that the degree of homogeneity of 
personality of the group members has a direct bearing on the group 
performance in producing solutions to problems. 
Compatibility also acts like homogeneity in its effects on 
interaction processes. According to Schutz (1955), people will be 
compatible if they agree on the basis for making interpersonal 
behavior decisions. He suggests that "this basis is a fundamental 
personality trait because it is originated in the individual's 
earliest human relations—those with his or her parents and siblings" 
(p. 456). In his study, two fundamental dimensions were used as bases 
for making interpersonal decisions: power relations and love 
relations. It was found that if individuals working together agree 
upon the relative importance of these two bases, they should be able 
to work together satisfactorily. If they sharply diverge on this 
aspect, they will have great difficulty in working together. 
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According to Schutz (1955), this difficulty will not be easily 
resolved since it is based on deep and fundamental personality 
characteristics. 
Other dimensions of similarity which have been related to 
attraction include economic status (Byrne et al., 1966), defense 
mechanisms (Byrne et al., 1967), and self-concept (Griffiti, 1966). 
However, close examination of the similarity and attraction literature 
suggests that "similarity" may not always be a determinant of 
attractiveness. That is, under some circumstances similarity of 
characteristics may lead to reduced attraction (Tziner, 1986). While 
similarity seems to be a highly desirable factor in interpersonal 
attraction in such areas as attitudes, it is not always desirable 
factor when it concerns personality (Triandis, 1977). For certain 
kinds of personality traits such as dominance, complementarity rather 
than similarity seems to lead to attraction. For example, a dominant 
person is most often attracted to others who are submissive. Some 
evidence favoring the need-complementarity hypothesis has been 
reported by Kerckhoff and Davis (1962). A study by Jellison and 
Zeisset (1969) indicated that the degree to which trait similarity is 
related to attractiveness depends upon the desirability of the trait. 
For example, when one person shares the trait of emotional disturbance 
with another, that other person will not be seen as attractive. 
Relationships between interaction process and group behavior 
The importance of interactional processes in influencing group 
behavior has been a topic of continuing interest in the study of 
21 
groups within organizations (Heinen & Jacobson, 1976; Shiflett, 1979; 
Zander, 1977). Likert (1961) is a leading proponent of the 
development of effective work groups as a means of improving 
organizational effectiveness. It also was suggested that an important 
aspect of group behavior is the extensive use of the principle of 
supportive relationships. Therefore, researchers in this line of 
reasoning have sought to improve group behavior by building 
integrative and supportive interactional relationships. 
There may be two broad classes of outputs that can be affected by 
interaction processes. These are a) performance outcomes or 
objective measures such as productivity, absenteeism, turnover, etc., 
and b) psycho-social outcomes or subjective measures such as job 
satisfaction, group cohesiveness, stress, etc. In the paragraph to 
follow, research on each of these dimensions is examined. 
Performance outcomes There is general support for the notion 
that a positive interpersonal group atmosphere facilitates members' 
task performance, even though it is still unclear whether changes in 
members' interpersonal relationships are directly responsible for 
this result (Beer, 1976). For example, in a classic study. Bowers and 
Seashore (1966) demonstrated that team-oriented intermember behaviors 
positively affected group members' satisfaction and performance. In 
his exhaustive review of the group productivity literature, Stogdill 
(1972) also found positive intragroup relationships to be associated 
with increased organizational productivity. 
Mossholder et al. (1982) tried to examine direct relationships 
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between a group process variable and two work related outcomes, 
performance and propensity to leave. They employed peer group 
interaction (PGI) as a group process variable, encompassing member 
behaviors that influence interpersonal relations, communications and 
decision-making within work groups. The relationship between PGI and 
propensity to leave was supported, showing negative correlations. The 
correlation between performance and PGI, however, was not significant. 
Related to the notion of PGI are the sociometric principles introduced 
by Moreno (1937), which seem to be suited for the structuring of work 
groups on the basis of the workers' choice of work partners. Van 
Zelst's (1952) study explored the operational function of the 
application of "buddy-work-teams" using construction workers. The end 
result in his study was that the sociometrically arranged work teams 
led to happier, more productive workers, who gave management five 
percent savings in total production cost and reduced turnover records. 
Psycho-social outcomes Determining how well a group performs 
always involves much more than simply counting outputs. Supportive 
and cooperative interaction processes may make a significant Impact on 
attitudlnal measures of group members. According to Van Zelst's 
(1952) study, an employment of harmonious interpersonal relations 
within a group increases the worker's sense of satisfaction and 
participation through an increase in his interest In and liking of his 
job, the removal of anxiety due to friction between work partners and 
the creation of a friendly, cooperative atmosphere. Hargen and 
Burch's (1985) study examined both group process and group task 
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accomplishment in exploring their relationship to group member 
satisfaction. They concluded that as individual workers perceive 
conflict and anxious emotional tone in the group process, member 
satisfaction with a group decreases. 
Conflict situations routinely arise in organizational and group 
life due to the functional interdependence required for cooperative 
work and coordinated decision-making. Wall and Nolan (1987) show that 
conflict centered around people is more strongly associated with 
perceived inequity among group members than is conflict centered 
around the task. They also found that group satisfaction is 
negatively related to the amount of conflict experienced by group 
members. 
There is some evidence that the individual's work group and 
social group may provide effective social support which can offset 
the effects of work-related stress (Cooper & Marshall, 1978). The 
Mossholder et al. (1982) study found that supportive peer group 
interaction was positively associated with reduced job strain. La 
Rocco and Jones (1978) did a large-scale study of 3725 U.S. Navy 
Personnel on relationships between leader and co-worker supports and 
perceived work stress. They concluded that support from boss and co­
workers made a significant contribution to lowering perceived worker 
stress. Related to the issue of job stress, Blauner (1964) showed 
that the lack of social integration in the work setting creates states 
of loneliness and rootlessness as forms of social alienation. 
Therefore, these findings indicate that people within organizations or 
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groups are responsible for creating the right atmosphere to encourage 
a social support network. 
Finally, I would like to examine relationships among 
interactional processes and group cohesiveness. Group cohesiveness 
has been studied either as an antecedent variable or a response 
variable. Some researchers have treated cohesion as an antecedent 
variable to outcomes of group process. General findings indicate that 
relative to low-cohesive groups, high-cohesive groups exert great 
influence over their members and have higher member satisfaction 
(Shaw, 1976). This study, however, focuses on group cohesiveness as 
an outcome variable because I am examining the idea that "good" 
composition of group members leads to supportive and harmonious work 
relationships which will result in a cohesive group. 
Festinger defined group cohesiveness as follows: group 
cohesiveness is "the resultant of all the forces acting on the 
members to remain in the group" (Festinger, 1950, p. 274). 
According to the definition, all those factors contributing to 
interpersonal attraction contribute to group cohesiveness. In 
general, similarity of group members on certain socio-emotional 
dimensions promotes cohesiveness. Terborg et al. (1976) found that 
groups high on attitudinal similarity expressed greater cohesiveness 
than attitudinally dissimilar groups. The Good and Nelson's (1971) 
study also revealed that the evaluation of group cohesiveness is a 
positive function of intragroup attitude similarity. On the other 
hand, homogeneity of sex, age, or educational attainment does not seem 
25 
to be as critical for group cohesiveness (Seashore, 1954). 
In addition, Schriesheim (1980) investigated group cohesiveness 
in the social context of leader-subordinate relations using two 
dimensions of leader behaviors, initiating structure and 
consideration. She found that leader initiating structure was related 
to members' role clarity, self-reported performance, and satisfaction 
in less cohesive groups. Leader consideration, on the other hand, 
showed important relationships with all three criteria among highly 
cohesive group members. Understanding of this result is straight­
forward since leader consideration is a people-oriented behavior, 
concerned about harmonious work relationships, which would increase 
group cohesiveness. 
Intraoccupational Differences 
Vocational psychology concerns the fact that individuals are 
differently attracted to careers as a function of their own interests 
and personality. Early theorists in the field, such as Parsons 
(1909), hypothesized that occupational adjustment was enhanced if an 
individual's characteristics and interests matched the requirements of 
the occupation. The theoretical position that dominates the 
vocational psychology literature comes from Holland (1985). According 
to him, occupations can conveniently and empirically be grouped into 
six major types: realistic, intellectual, artistic, social, 
enterprising, and conventional. Holland's perspective, along with 
others (Kuder & Diamond, 1979; Campbell & Hansen, 1981), is based on 
the assumption that occupational groups are sufficiently homogeneous 
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to be clearly differentiated from other occupational groups. 
Certainly there are some differences among groups of occupations but 
differences within occupational groups have often been disregarded. 
For example, nurses and physicians each serve roles of patient care, 
administration, laboratory work, etc. However, the extent to which 
all members of a given occupation are alike has been oversimplified in 
order to conceptualize occupational groups (Dolliver & Nelson, 1975). 
Therefore, it has been recently suggested that research in career 
choice should go beyond differentiating occupational areas and focus 
more on intraoccupational considerations (Cullen, 1983; Erez & 
Shneorson, 1980; Zytowski & Hay, 1984; Mossholder et al., 1985). 
Individuals working within the same general occupational area 
might be more accurately grouped not only in terms of organizational 
task activity but also by individual interests, needs, or preferances. 
Empirical support for this argument is provided by several studies. 
Dunnette (1957; Dunnette et al., 1964) indicates that engineers were 
significantly classified into groups of common interests and 
personality characteristics corresponding to the type of activities in 
which they were involved (research, development, production, and 
sales) rather than by their professional discipline (chemical 
engineering, electronics, etc.). 
Erez and Shneorson (1980) compared engineers and management 
scientists holding either academic or industrial positions. Using 
personality type and motivational characteristics as discriminators, 
they show that persons performing different job activities differed 
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systematically despite belonging to the same occupational discipline. 
The distinction between the two groups was much deeper when 
motivational factors were examined: Academics are motivated by the 
opportunity for scientific contributions, for autonomy, and for the 
high status attained in their job. By contrast, professionals in 
industry are highly motivated by the opportunity for exercising power. 
Snyder et al. (1978) also pointed out significant differences in the 
potential payoff of work outcomes evaluated by academic faculty 
members. They argued that academic faculty members who are 
departmental chairpersons differ from their teaching- or research-
oriented colleagues by being primarily attracted by the power and 
formal authority in the administration position. 
Interestingly, most suboccupational research has dealt with 
academic based or technology-dominated areas where requisite job 
activities are more specialized and defined. Under such conditions, 
individuals with particular attitudes or interests would have more 
naturally gravitated into suboccupational activity tracks (Mossholder 
et al., 1985). To resolve this potential problem, Mossholder et al. 
(1985) tried to determine if suboccupational delineations are 
detectable within business rather than technically oriented 
occupations. They found that intraoccupational differences can be 
measured and exist between Certified Public Accountants (CPAs) and 
Industrial accountants with respect to personality, perceived work 
climate, and outcome preferences. Therefore, reviews on 
suboccupational research demonstrate that individuals belonging to 
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different job categories differ in personality and motivational 
characteristics even though they are of the same occupational 
discipline. 
The Present Study 
The above discussion of intraoccupational delineations suggests 
broad implications for human resource managers. When the notion of 
intraoccupational differences is examined in the context of group 
processes, the major concern for personnel managers is how to 
compose, or place, group members in an effort to obtain positive group 
behavior. The discussion on group composition in this study has 
suggested that similarity or homogeneity of member characteristics, in 
terms of socio-emotional factors, is closely related to group 
outcomes. Group member similarity in the suboccupational context was 
also supported by Tziner (1986). He suggested that "similarity 
considerations would seem to be most important in tasks when members' 
efforts are easily compared against each other, a case that is 
obtained when members perform interchangeable functions (e.g., when 
members could possibly replace each other)" (Tziner, 1986, p. 352). 
In addition, one of the important factors in the work setting is 
social compatibility among group members since it is critically 
related to group interaction processes. General findings in the 
literature review indicate that member similarity in socio-emotional 
variables creates better interactional processes which in turn, lead 
to positive group behavior. Therefore, the major purpose of the 
present study is to examine the effect of a "person-person" match on 
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group behavior. That is, individual workers under the same 
occupational discipline will be happier and more effective if they are 
grouped in accordance with their similarity in terms of personality 
characteristics, attitudes and values, and other motivational factors. 
For this purpose, the present study Is directed at the following 
questions; 
1. Are individuals in an Intact work group more similar to each 
other than they are to Individuals in other work groups? 
2. Are the wo'rk groups which are homogeneous more apt to 
display positive group behavior? 
3. Are relationships between group homogeneity and group 
behavior mediated by Interactional processes? 
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METHODS 
Subjects 
Questionnaires were administered to personnel of 9 fire stations 
in Des Moines.^ A total of 261 firefighters were surveyed which 
resulted in 212 useable responses including 3 females. There are 
three work shifts at each station. Work groups were defined as those 
firefighters in each shift. Thus, 27 work groups were used in the 
present study—9 stations and 3 shifts. 
Measures 
Three categories of variables were measured in order to examine 
the research questions. 
Member similarity 
The Kuder Occupational Interest Survey (KOIS) was used to measure 
the interests of firefighters. (Group homogeneity was measured by 
computing four indices of similarity.) The KOIS consists of 100 
triads whose content is composed of ten scales—Outdoor, Mechanical, 
Computational, Scientific, Persuasive, Artistic, Literary, Musical, 
Social Service, and Clerical. 
Most reliability studies have investigated the stability of KOIS 
profiles rather than individual scales. Median profile stability 
coefficients are about .90 over short periods and Zytowski (1976) has 
^The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects 
in Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and 
welfare of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks 
were outweighed by the potential. 
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found that profiles are relatively stable over periods as long as 12 
years. Kuder and Diamond (1979) reported individual 2-week test-
retest profile stability computed for high school and college age 
students; the median reliability for all cases was .90. 
A large predictive validity study for the KOIS was done by 
Zytowski (1976). The study involved over 800 women and men who were 
located 12 to 19 years after taking the KOIS. Among them, 51 percent 
were employed in an occupation predicted by their scores on the KOIS. 
The best predictions occurred when the test was taken at an older age, 
by a college student, and when the student selected a high-level 
occupation in a scientific or technical field. 
Heightened interaction 
The knowledge of similarity among group members makes it possible 
for members to believe that they understand and effectively 
communicate with one another. The degree of effective and supportive 
interaction among members can be measured by employing various approaches 
such as the amount of perceived interdependence (e.g., information 
sharing, consulting with others), the amount of perceived difficulty 
in communicating with each other, or perception about group members in 
terms of their friendliness and emotional supportiveness. 
The University of Michigan's four-factor scale, called the 
Supervisory and Peer Leadership questionnaire is designed to obtain 
descriptions of the respondent's superior (Supervisory Leadership) and 
his peers (Peer Leadership). Both measures cover four aspects of 
leadership, namely Support, Goal Emphasis, Work Facilitation and. 
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Interaction Facilitation (Taylor & Bower, 1972). The present study, 
however, used only the Peer Leadership measure because the Peer 
Leadership items seem to better represent interaction processes. The 
Peer Leadership measure consists of 11 items. Subjects respond to 
these items on a 5-point scale ranging from "To a very little extent" 
to "To a very great extent." The alpha coefficients of the four 
dimensions were .87, .70, .89 and .90, respectively. Taylor and 
Bower (1972) present a substantial amount of data which demonstrate 
concurrent and predictive validity. 
Group behavior 
Work group behavior was assessed using two types of measures, 
objective and subjective measures. For objective measures, the 
present study used firefighters' sick-leave records and performance 
evaluation records. 
For subjective measures of group behavior, various psycho-social 
dimensions could be employed. Part of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) 
developed by Smith et al. (1969) was used to measure employees' job 
satisfaction. The JDI measures five facets: satisfaction with work 
itself, supervision, pay, promotion, and co-workers. A number of 
researchers have found the JDI to be reliable and valid. Further 
information about the psychometric values of the JDI is provided by 
Smith et al. (1969) and Cook et al. (1981). 
The original intention was to use two sub-scales. Work and Co­
workers, since these two sub-scales seem to fit the interests of the 
present study. However, items of the Co-workers subscale seem to 
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measure the same variable as the Peer Leadership scale measure of 
heightened interaction. Therefore, only the Work 
sub-scale was used for the present study. A number of researchers 
have correlated the JDI subscales with measures of overall job 
satisfaction such as Faces scale or Minnesota Satisfaction 
Questionnaire (General Satisfaction). Results of these studies 
revealed that the Work sub-scale is most closely associated with 
overall job satisfaction (Cook et al., 1981). 
In addition, it was planned to use the Gross Cohesion 
Questionnaire (Gross, 1957) to measure group cohesiveness. However, 
it also seems to reflect the variable measured by the Peer Leadership 
scale. Therefore, the Gross Cohesion Questionnaire was not used. 
Instead, two new items that were believed to measure group 
cohesiveness were generated and included in the Peer Leadership scale. 
The Peer Leadership scale with the additional two items is 
hypothesized to measure member Interaction and group cohesiveness. 
The modified scale is presented in the Appendix. 
Scoring of Variables 
The Kuder Occupational Interest Survey was scored by the 
publisher. The score report for the KOIS consists of 3 distinct 
sections: Vocational Interest Estimates (VIEs), Occupational scales, 
and College Majors Scales. THe VIEs of 10 scales (Outdoor, Mechanical, 
Computational, Scientific, Persuasive, Artistic, Literary, Musical, 
Social Service, and Clerical) are reported in rank order by percentile 
scores on both male and female norms. Occupational and College Major 
scales are reported In rank order according to their lambda 
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coefficients, which are indices of the similarity of the person's 
pattern of preferences to the average person in an occupation or college 
major. The higher the lambda, the more similar the individual's 
interests are to those of people in the criterion group. However, the 
report of Occupational and College Major Scales will not be analyzed in 
the present study for two reasons. First, the KOIS does not have 
occupational norm scores for firefighters. Second, the present study 
does not focus on the issue of how similar the firefighters' interests 
are to people in other occupational criterion groups. 
The eleven items of the Peer Leadership questionnaire are 
designed to cover four aspects: Support (item 1,2,3), Goal Emphasis 
(item 4,5), Work Facilitation (item 6,7,8) and Interaction 
Facilitation (item 9,10,11). As was stated previously, however, two 
new items that were believed to measure group cohesiveness were 
included in the Peer Leadership scale. All of these 13 items were 
factor-analyzed in order to examine the dimensionality of the scale 
and also to reduce the data to a manageable size. A principle 
component factor analysis of the reduced correlation matrix with 
varimax rotation was conducted. Three factors explained 90% of the 
total variance. The result of the factor analysis partially confirmed 
the aforementioned dimensions. As Table 1 presents, two major factors 
The lambda coefficient is essentially a form of correlation 
between the individual's profile and the average profile of members of 
the criterion group. 
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Table 1. Factor analysis of 13 items^: Three-factor solution 
Factor Loadings 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
(75%)° (9%) (6%) 
1 .341 .426 .156 
2 .161 .777 .153 
3 .408 .678 .204 
4 .679 .258 .425 
5 .595 .187 .399 
6 .776 .202 .261 
7 .719 .266 .189 
8 .736 .280 .141 
9 .764 .286 .281 
10 .711 .298 .279 
11 .445 .338 -.081 
12 -.069 -.005 -.402 
13 .298 .255 -.005 
Note; The description of each item is presented in the Appendix. 
Highest loadings are underscored. 
®Items 1 through 11 represent the Peer Leadership scale. 
Item 12 and item 13 assess group cohesiveness. 
''Percent of variance explained. 
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were identified as being meaningful. Five out of six items under the 
dimensions of Work Facilitation and Interaction Facilitation were 
collapsed into the first factor and named Work/Interaction 
Facilitation. The second factor emerged from two items of the support 
dimension and was named Support. A factor for group cohesiveness was 
not found. 
Statistical Analysis 
To answer the research questions, several types of analyses were 
conducted. After examining descriptive information on major 
variables, a general linear model (GLM) procedure was utilized to test 
for group differences in work/interaction facilitation, support, job 
satisfaction, and occupational tenure. An ANOVA procedure was also 
conducted to test for significant differences in group means of 
performance, sick leave, and percentage response. 
Similarity or homogeneity of member characteristics was obtained 
using Vocational Interest Estimates (VIEs) of the 10 Kuder scales. An 
ANOVA using VIEs scores was conducted for each of 27 work groups, 
treating the scale scores as repeated measures. Three indices of 
group homogeneity, shape, level, and variability, were computed based 
upon the result of the repeated measures ANOVA. In addition to these 
indices, the item response pattern index was obtained by using the 
individual item responses. 
Hypothesis 1 was tested using repeated measures ANOVA for between 
subject effects and within subject effects. Finally, Pearson product-
moment correlations were computed among homogeneity indices. 
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demographic variables, interaction variables, and variables of group 
behavior. From this correlation matrix, hypotheses 2 and 3 could be 
tested. 
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RESULTS 
Means, standard deviations, and ranges of scores of firefighters 
on the major variables are reported for individual data and also over 
the 27 groups (see Table 2). Table 2 indicates a rather broad 
spectrum of demographic background, in terms of age and occupational 
tenure. A wide range of job satisfaction was also found. Overall 
means of the ten Kuder scales will be discussed later. 
As can be seen in Table 2, large variability was found among 
variables like occupational tenure, job satisfaction and the two 
variables measuring interaction. A general linear model (GLM) 
procedure was utilized to test for group differences in these 
variables. As is presented in Table 3, work/interaction facilitation 
was the only variable showing significant group differences ÇP < 
.05). To further explore group differences, an ANOVA procedure was 
conducted using group means of job performance, sick leave, and 
percentage response. Table 4 indicates that only job performance 
shows significant group differences. But after partitioning the 
variance by stations and shifts, performance was found to be 
significantly different across stations, but not across shifts within 
a station. The interpretation of this result is ambiguous because 
each of 27 groups has a different rater. Thus variability in leniency 
bias by raters is as reasonable a basis for explaining this result as 
variability in work performance. 
A correlation matrix containing the demographic, interaction, and 
group outcome variables is presented in Table 5. Within the set of 
Table 2. Means and standard deviations of the unweighted means over the 27 groups of the 
major variables 
Variables ^ Mean SD Range of Scores 
Race (212) .86 ( .87) .14 ( .33) .33 - 1.00 ( 0 - 1.00) 
MS (212) .73 ( .74) .17 ( .44) .50 - 1.00 ( 0 - 1.00) 
Age* a (199) 42.34 (41.90) 4.89 (9.77) 35 - 57.67 - 61) 
0-tenure (202) 17.32 (16.89) 4.69 (9.75) 11 - 34.33 -40) 
G-tenure (200) 4.68 ( 4.65) 2.14 (4.68) 1.88 - 11.67 ( 0 - 27) 
WIF (212) 17.39 (17.21) 2.42 (4.42) 11.50 - 22.33 ( 5 -- 25) 
SUPP (211) 6.95 ( 6.95) .73 (1.62) 4.75 - 8.00 ( 2 -10) 
JSAT (211) 8.32 (32.09) 4.36 (9.36) 2.31 - 24.74 ( 4 - 54) 
JPEF 3.11 .07 3.01 - 3.27 
SKLV^ 
RES 
2.26 1.69 .90 - 8.80 
.84 .22 .72 - 1.00 
NOTE. The numbers in parentheses are the estimates based on individual data. MS, 0-tenure, 
G-tenure, WIF, and SUPP refer to marital status, occupational tenure, group tenure, 
work/interaction facilitation, and support. JSAT, JPEF, SKLV, and RES refer to job 
satisfaction, job performance, sick leave and response rate. Race was coded 1 = 
white, 0 = everything else. Marital status was coded 1 = married, 0 = everything 
else. 
^Values for age and tenure are expressed in years. 
^Tenure with less than 6 months. 
''Values for sick leave are expressed in days. 
^Values for response rate are expressed in percentages. 
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for work/interaction facilitation 
Source df MS jF 
Group 26 29.89 1.63* 
Error 173 18.32 
Corrected total 199 
*P < .05. 
Table 4. Analysis of variance for job performance 
Source df MS JF 
Model 10 .007 3.20* 
Error 16 .002 
Corrected total 26 
Station 8 .009 3.66** 
Shift 2 .003 1.33 
*P < .05. 
**P < .01. 
Table 5. Correlations^ among demographic, interaction, and outcome variables 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1) Race 
2) Age -35 -
3) 0-TEN 
4) G-TEN 
-42* 
-13 
95** 
37 46* -
5) WIF 
6) SUPP 
-08 
08 
09 
08 
03 
09 
-18 
-09 75** -
7) JSAT 
8) JPEF 
-28 
-01 
02 
-31 
-02 
-32 
-07 
08 
63** 
-02 
45* 
17 36 -
9) SKLV 
10) RES 
-16 
30 
-20 
-17 
16 
-13 
-23 
-18 
22 
—40* 
22 
-16 
-09 
-18 
-04 
22 02 -
H-
11) Age(S) 
12) WIF(S) 
25 
26 
—62** 
01 
—54** . 
06 
-25 
04 
-43* 
-28 
-28 
-26 
-35 
_4g** 
-06 
-17 
-08 
-09 
31 
22 03 -
13) SUPP(S) 
14) JSAT(S) 
-39 
05 
30 
38 
30 
47* 
20 
50** 
-24 
-29 
-38 
-15 
-34 
-50** 
—06 
-19 
36 
-13 
01 
-03 
-13 
08 
34 -
30 16 -
NOTE: 0-TEN, G-TEN, WIF, and SUPP refer to occupational tenure, group tenure, work/interaction 
facilitation and support. JSAT, JPEF, SKLV, and RES refer to job satisfaction, job 
performance, sick leave, and response rate. (S) indicates the variability of the variable. 
N = 27. 
^Decimals omitted. 
*2 < .05. 
**P < .01. 
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demographic variables, occupational tenure was significantly related 
to age (2 = •95, 2 < *01) and group tenure (£ = .46, JP < .05). In 
addition, occupational tenure was negatively related to variability of 
age (_r = -.54, jP < .01). That is, a group having less variability in 
the age of its members tends to have longer occupational tenure. On 
the other hand, variables of group outcome were not correlated to 
each other. 
Among the demographic and outcome variables most of the 
correlations were not significant, with one exception. Variability of 
job satisfaction was related to group tenure (_r = .50, JP < .01) and 
to occupational tenure (_r = .47, JP < .05) — the higher the 
occupational or group tenure, the greater the variability of job 
satisfaction within group members. Note that average job 
satisfaction was not related to tenure. 
The two interaction variables, work/interaction facilitation and 
support, were found to have significant, positive relationships with 
job satisfaction (_r = .63, 2 ^ «01 and £ = .45, 2 ^ .05, 
respectively). In addition, job satisfaction correlated negatively 
with the variability of work/interaction facilitation (jc = -.49, 2 < 
.01). In other words, group members who have greater variability in 
this interaction variable are likely to show low job satisfaction. 
One other interesting finding was the negative correlation between 
percentage response and work/interaction facilitation (_r = -.40, 2 < 
.05). That is, a group having close interactions showed low response 
rate in the survey questionnaire. 
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KOIS Scale Results 
The means and standard deviations for firefighters on the ten 
VIEs are given in Table 6. The VIEs are reported in rank order by 
percentile scores on both male and female norms. Thus, the means in 
Table 6 show the relative rank of firefighters' preferences for ten 
different kinds of vocational activities.^ It is noticed that most of 
the scales, except for Outdoor and Mechanical scales, are below the 
2 50th percentile. Also, none of the scales are marked as high (75th 
percentile) or low (25th percentile). 
Occupational norm scores for firefighters have not been developed 
for the KOIS as well as Strong-Campbell Interest Survey. However, it 
is interesting to determine to which occupational groups the interest 
profiles of the firefighters in this study are most similar. As shown 
in Table 6, the top three ranking VIEs for firefighters are Outdoor, 
Mechanical, and Social Service/Clerical. Table 7 presents top-ranking 
VIEs for men (in general) and other occupational groups. Thus the 
interest pattern of firefighters tends to be similar to that of auto 
mechanics, carpenters, and plumbers. However, none of the 
occupational groups show the same pattern of interests as 
firefighters. 
The mean percentile scores in Table 6 are based on male norms 
only. 
2 
The boundaries of the VIEs for high and low are the 75th and 
25th percentiles, respectively. 
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Table 6. Means and standard deviations of percentiles of the ten 
Kuder scales for firefighters 
Variables Mean SD 
Outdoor 53.95 25.89 
Mechanical 51.98 27.23 
Computational 36.93 25.04 
Scientific 30.92 23.78 
Persuasive 30.79 28.25 
Artistic 31.27 27.30 
Literary- 36.51 26.56 
Musical 34.89 27.73 
Social Service 45.40 27.17 
Clerical 44.98 29.97 
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Table 7. Top-ranking VIEs for various occupational groups 
Male Occupations 
Men (in general) Mechanical Social Service Scientific 
Architect Artistic Musical Mechanical 
Auto Mechanic Mechanical Clerical Outdoor 
Banker Computational Clerical Outdoor 
Carpenter Mechanical Clerical Outdoor 
Dentist Scientific Social Service Musical 
Farmer Outdoor Clerical Computational 
Journalist Literary Clerical Artistic 
Lawyer Literary Artistic Outdoor 
Physician Scientific Social Service Musical 
Plumber Mechanical Clerical Outdoor 
Police Officer Clerical Mechanical Social Service 
Psychologist Literary Social Service Scientific 
Truck Driver Clerical Mechanical Social Service 
NOTE: Excerpt from the Kuder DD Manual Supplement by Donald G. 
Zytowski (1985). 
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Finally, the means of the ten VIEs were correlated with other 
variables. It was found that age and occupational tenure were 
positively related to Outdoor (_r = 18, P < .01 and ^  - «19, P < .01) 
and Clerical (jr =• .16, P < .05 and _r = .20, 2 < «01) and negatively to 
Social Service (_r = -.28, 2 < .01 and r^ = -.29, 2 .01). None of the 
variables, however, correlated with Mechanical. 
KOIS Profile Results 
Three indices of group homogeneity (shape, level, and 
variability) were computed based upon the results of the repeated 
measures ANOVA on VIEs of the ten Kuder scales. The shape index 
represents variance due to the profile pattern of the ten Kuder 
scales. A high value of this index indicates that people working in a 
group show similar profiles, leading to a homogeneous group. The 
level index explains differences in overall profile scores among 
group members. A homogeneous group will have small differences in 
the level of scores across members, showing a low value of level 
index. A third index explains variance due to variability of profile 
scores. If profiles of group members display both high and low 
interests and these high and low points vary from member to member, 
the variability index will be high. If the profiles tend to be flat 
or the "highs" and "lows" for all members occur on the same scale, the 
variability index will be low, indicating a homogeneous group. Table 
8 presents an example of how to compute the three indices. In 
addition, Table 9 illustrates the meaning of these indices. 
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Table 8. One example of the 27 ANOVA's on the ten Kuder scales 
Source df MS 
Person 3 1727.27 
Scale 9 1257.62 
Scale X Person 27 639.60 
Computation of three homogeneity indices: 
Shape index = [MS (Scale) - MS (Scale x Person)] / # of persons 
= [1257 - 639.60] / 4 
= 155 
Level index = [MS (Person) - MS (Scale x Person) / # of scales 
Variability index = MS (Scale x Person) 
= 639.6 
NOTE: This example is based on the data of Group 1 (Station 1 -
Shift 1). N = 4. 
[1727.27 - 639.60] / 10 
109 
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Table 9. An illustration of profile differences 
(1) The two profiles have equal levels and variabilities, 
but different shapes. 
(2) The two profiles have equal shapes and variabilities, 
but different levels. 
(3) The two profiles have equal shapes and levels, but 
different variabilities 
Another homogeneity index, item response pattern index, was derived 
from the individual responses to the 100 items. Each of the 100 Kuder 
items provides three different kinds of activities and the subject is 
asked to select his/her most preferred and least preferred from those 
3 
three. This results in six possilbe patterns of responses. Thus item 
response patterns of each subject were coded using a nominal scale of 
values from 1 to 6. To obtain an item response pattern index, each 
subject was used as a "scoring key" to score every other subject. For 
each pair of subjects, an item response pattern index was obtained which 
gives the number of times, out of 100, the pair of subjects chose the 
same response pattern. A total of 17955 indices were averaged for each 
of the 27 groups.^ For example, group 1 had four subjects which 
resulted in six item response pattern indices (4x3/2). The average of 
these six indices for group 1 was 29. That is, firefighters in group 1, 
on the average, showed the same responses to 29 items out of 100. Table 
10 gives the averages of all 27 groups. 
A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to test hypothesis one, 
within-groups similarity in shapes. Table 11 presents an ANOVA for the 
between subjects effects. The level of the profile of Kuder scales was 
not significantly different from one group to another (F^ (26,164) = .60, 
2 = .93). The result of a univariate test for within subject effects 
3 
For example there are three different activities. A, B, and C. A 
subject's reponse to the most and the least preferred activities will be 
one of the six response patterns: A-B, A-C, B-A, B-C, C-A, and C-B. 
^The total number of pairs = (190xl89)/2 = 17955. Thus 17955 item 
response indices were computed. (IJ of subjects = 190). 
Table 10. Item response indices for the 27 groups 
Group ^ Item response Index 
1 4 29 
2 13 21 
3 13 31 
4 9 26 
5 6 26 
6 8 23 
7 6 26 
8 7 30 
9 6 21 
10 2 31 
11 8 25 
12 8 23 
13 3 31 
14 9 27 
15 10 22 
16 8 30 
17 10 25 
18 7 23 
19 6 25 
20 7 23 
21 4 27 
22 8 28 
23 10 27 
24 8 28 
25 
26 
27 
4 
3 
3 
25 
26 
17 
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Table 11. Repeated measures ANOVA testing hypothesis one 
Source df MS 
Test for Between Subjects Effects 
Group 26 243.02 .60 
Error 164 402.50 
Univariate Test for Within Subject Effects 
Scale 9 12415.05 16.51** 
Scale X Group 234 841.76 1.12 
Error (Scale) 1476 751.94 
**P < .01. 
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revealed further information (see Table 11). The (Scale x Group) 
effect, if significant, would indicate that the firefighters in a work 
group were relatively similar in regard to the shape of their Kuder 
profiles, as compared to firefighters in other work groups. Since the 
F-test was not significant (jF (234,1476) = 1.12, P = .12), hypothesis 
one was not confirmed. Thus, vocational interests of firefighters in an 
intact work group are not more similar to each other than they are to 
firefighters in other groups. 
Finally, Pearson product-moment correlations were computed to test 
a second hypothesis, relationship between group homogeneity and group 
behavior. The correlation matrix contains all the variables including 
the four homogeneity indices (see Table 12). Within the homogeneity 
indices, the shape index correlated significantly with the item response 
pattern index (_r = .44, 2 .05) and the variability index (^ = -.58, 2 
< .01). As Table 12 shows, demographic variables were related only to 
the variability index. The variability index showed negative 
relationships with age (_£ = -.046, 2 .05) and occupational tenure (_r = 
-.45, 2 ^ .05). Thus, work groups containing individuals heterogeneous 
in their interests, tend to contain individuals that are younger and 
have shorter tenure. It was also found that the variability index 
correlated with race (r^ = .47, 2 ^ .01). That is, when the proportion 
of white firefighters in a group is high, the variability of interests 
among group members tends to be high. 
Homogeneity of firefighter's interests was not directly related to 
the interaction variables. However, variability of work/interaction 
Table 12. Correlations^ among major variables including the 
homogeneity index 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1) I -
2) S 44* -
3) L 14 04 -
4) V —06 -58** -13 -
5) Race 22 -12 -05 47** -
6) Age -28 -36 -16 —46* -24 -
7) 0-TEN -31 38 -20 -45* -27 96* -
8) G-TEN -16 10 -11 -17 -06 44* 53** -
9) WIF 09 32 18 -36 -06 13 09 -13 
10) SUPP 03 29 10 -34 06 03 02 
CM 1 
11) JSAT 42* 35 10 -47** -17 19 19 06 
12) JPER 14 -17 29 -11 -04 -35 -36 03 
13) SKLV -13 40* -08 -04 -15 20 16 -20 
14) RES -32 —44* -31 28 17 -34 -34 -29 
15) Age(S) -02 -36 —06 38* 14 -69 -64** -34 
16) WIF(S) -47** —61** -09 46** 10 -22 -23 -14 
17) SUPP(S) -15 30 -01 -24 -15 48** 52** 34 
18) JSAT(S) —56** -30 -07 -06 -01 21 25 37 
NOTE: I refers to item response index. S, L, and V refer to 
shape level, and variability indices. 
^Decimals omitted. 
*P < .05. 
**P < .01. 
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9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
73** -
62** 36 ~ 
-04 18 25 
23 21 -06 -05 
-41* -08 -35 27 -01 
—44* —20 —47** 02 —09 45* — 
—30 —14 —60** -04 —10 43* 26 — 
-09 -36 05 -16 30 -32 -38 -18 
-32 -10 -56** -13 -14 12 19 40* -09 -
facilitation was related negatively to the Item response pattern index 
(_r = -.47, 2 ^ "01) and the shape index = -.61, JP < .01) and 
positively to the variability Index =» .46, 2 ^ .01). This Indicates 
that homogeneity of Interests of group members generates less 
variability in their evaluation of interactions with other members of 
their work group. In addition. Table 12 shows that variability of age 
was negatively related to work/interaction facilitation (r_ = -.44, 2 < 
.05). This indicates that when the age of firefighters in a group is 
less variable, that is, homogeneous, the interaction among group members 
is enhanced. 
While the group homogeneity of interests measure did not correlate 
with performance of firefighters, it did show some relationships with 
job satisfaction and sick leave. Job satisfaction showed significant 
relationships with the item response pattern index (_r = .42, 2 ^ «05) 
and the variability index (_r = -.47, 2 ^ .01). Thus, firefighters 
working in a homogeneous group are likely to show more job satisfaction. 
It was also found that the item response pattern index correlated 
significantly with the variability of job satisfaction (r_ = -.56, 2 < 
.01). This indicates that homogeneous group members produce less 
variability in their responses to job satisfaction. Sick leave, on the 
other hand, showed a positive relationship with the shape index (jr = 
.40, 2 ^ .05). In addition to the interest homogeneity, the homogeneity 
of member ages was found to correlate with group behavior. That is, the 
variability of age was negatively related to job satisfaction (_r = .42, 
P < .05). 
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Testing a third hypothesis, a mediating role of interaction 
measure between group homogeneity and group behavior, requires an 
analysis procedure such as partial regression. Unfortunately, the 
number of work groups (= 27) is too small to conduct such an 
analysis. Therefore, examining the correlation matrix, although not 
optimal, is the alternative for testing this hypothesis. Table 12 
presents the relationships among group homogeneity, interaction 
measures, and group outcome measures. First, the item response 
pattern index and the variability index were significantly related to 
variability of work/interaction facilitation (_r = -.47, 2 «01, and 2 
= .46, JP < .01) which, in turn, correlated with job satisfaction = 
-.60, 2 .01). This indicates indirectly that work/interaction 
facilitation may have a mediating role in the relationship between the 
group homogeneity and group behavior (job satisfaction). However, the 
direct relationship found between the two homogeneity indices and job 
satisfaction (jc = .42, 2 ^ *05 and 2 = -.47, 2 ^ .01) makes the above 
interpretation rather ambiguous. The same phenomenon occurred for the 
relationships among the variability of age, work/interaction' 
facilitation, and job satisfaction. Second, the shape index was 
related to variability of work/interaction facilitation (jc = -.61, 2 < 
.01) and to sick leave (£ = .40, 2 < .05). However, variability of 
work/interaction facilitation was not related to sick leave. This may 
imply that the relationship between the shape index and sick leave has 
nothing to do with work/interaction facilitation. Given the results 
under this correlational approach, the role of interaction measures as 
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a mediator between group homogeneity and group behavior was not 
confirmed. However, these data do not provide an adequate basis for 
testing this hypothesis. 
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DISCUSSIONS 
This research examined the influence of similarity or homogeneity 
of member characteristics in terms of vocational interests on group 
behavior (e.g., performance, sick leave, job satisfaction) of 
firefighters. The results indicated that the homogeneity of interests 
is positively related to job satisfaction. Although the present study 
focused oh group homogeneity of interests, it was found that 
homogeneity in the age of group members also correlated with job 
satisfaction. Work/interaction facilitation, as a measure of member 
interaction, was related to both group homogeneity (interests and age, 
and job satisfaction. However, its role as a mediator between group 
homogeneity and group outcome measures (e.g., job satisfaction) could 
not be revealed clearly because of a lack of an adequate sample size 
(N of groups = 27). 
Some of the findings, however, need further discussions. First, 
among the four homogeneity indices, the level index was related to 
none of the other variables. This can be explained by the ipsative 
nature of the Kuder scale, leading to less variability in the level of 
profile scores. Given the fact that the size of correlations is 
influenced by the size of the variance on predictor and criterion 
variables, the lack of significant correlations between the level 
index and other variables may be due to small variances in the level 
of profile scores. 
Second, as was mentioned in the methodology, the Gross Cohesion 
Questionnaire (measuring group cohesiveness) was not used because the 
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items did not appear to be discriminant from the interaction measure 
(the Peer Leadership scale), judging from the item content. 
Consequently, the interaction measure was used as a measure of group 
cohesiveness. Group cohesiveness should be correlated with job 
satisfaction. This inference is supported by general findings 
indicating that relative to low-cohesive groups, high-cohesive 
groups exert greater influence over their members and have higher 
member satisfaction (Shaw, 1976). .In this case, group cohesiveness 
is treated as a predictor variable. In addition, it was found that 
age homogeneity was positively related to the interaction measure. In 
the same vein, then, age homogeneity should be correlated with group] 
cohesiveness. In this case, group cohesiveness is treated as an 
outcome variable. Seashore (1954), however, found that homogeneity of 
age, sex, or educational attainment was not critically related to 
group cohesiveness. 
Third, the results of the present study show the importance of a 
distinction between the average and the variability of some 
variables. For example, the variability in the age of group members 
was related to work/interaction facilitation and job satisfaction 
while the mean age was not. This finding emphasizes the influence of 
age homogeneity of group members. Also, the group homogeneity measure 
correlated with the variability of work/interaction facilitation, but 
not with its mean score. This latter finding suggests that cliques 
are formed by individuals with similar interests when the work group 
contains some individuals with disparate interests. These isolated 
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individuals may report poor work/interaction facilitation whereas 
members of the clique report higher scores on this interaction measure 
and in turn report higher job satisfaction. This Interpretation leads 
to the issue of placement — the assignment of individuals into work 
groups based on their socio-emotlonal factors (e.g., vocational 
interests). Many of the "misfit victims" caused by poor placement 
practices will feel frustrated and somewhat alienated. 
Testing hypothesis one revealed that vocational interests of 
firefighters within groups were not more similar to each other than 
were the interests of firefighters across groups. This implies that 
each work group was not composed to maximize group homogeneity. An 
analytical procedure such as cluster analysis could provide a basis 
for forming homogeneous groups. Since job satisfaction showed 
significant relationships with interest homogeneity, such a procedure 
would seem justified. 
Finally, the positive relationship of the shape measure of 
interests with sick leave indicates that groups with similar interest 
profiles take more sick leave than groups with dissimilar interests. 
This result is inconsistent with prior expectations based on a 
negative relationship between job satisfaction and absenteeism. 
Limitations and Future Research Suggestions 
In spite of some intriging results of this study, some 
limitations need to be addressed. The sample is both a strength and a 
limitation. It is a strength in that firefighters represent 
relatively well the work group that fits the nature of the present 
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study. Also, since it is a sample of one particular occupational 
group, firefighters, the findings may have some degree of external 
validity when applied to other fire departments. On the other hand, 
the sample is not representative of the work force in general. 
Furthermore, the sample size (N of groups =27) barely met the minimum 
requirement for group study. As a result, generalization to other 
occupational groups or work groups whose members are doing dissimilar 
work should be made cautiously. 
A second limitation of thé study stems from the choice of 
variables. Examining group homogeneity, solely based on vocational 
interests, may not be enough to obtain firm conclusions about the 
impact of homogeneity. It could be argued that other variables (e.g., 
need saliency, attitude, personality) need to be included in assessing 
group homogeneity. Therefore, multivariate research with other 
variables is strongly encouraged. The use of job performance evokes 
another problem in this study. Job performance as a measure of group 
effectiveness was disappointing because of a lack of significant 
correlations with other variables. Job performance, however, is not a 
relevant variable for the present study when considering the fact that 
the focus of the study is groups (the unit of analysis is a group). 
In other words, performance measures cannot be interpreted precisely 
in this study because each work group has its own rater and thus, 
ratings are confounded by raters. 
Finally, the ancillary results showed the means of the ten Kuder 
scales for firefighters, but the mean profile for firefighters was not 
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distinctive — all of the scales were marked as moderate. This might 
be caused by one limitation. That is, developing normative scores for 
an occupational group should include only those workers who have been 
working more than three years and satisfied with their current job. 
The means for firefighters in this study, however, were computed using 
all personnel and thus could have included some individuals whose 
interests are not compatible with being a firefighter. Nevertheless, 
the present study provides an important source for developing an 
interest profile for firefighters. 
Implications and Conclusions 
The present study focused on the issue of group composition and 
its relationship with group behavior (e.g., performance, sick leave, 
job satisfaction). The rational composition of a group might 
minimize the energy expenditure required to achieve shared group 
values and result in a more compatible, effective, or satisfied 
group. By rational group composition, I mean a group in which 
there is homogeneity of group members, or minimization of member 
differences. One way of achieving group homogeneity is to suppress 
individual differences through some intervention strategies (e.g., 
training, job design). The present study, however, suggested an 
alternative way to obtain group homogeneity. That is, instead of 
suppressing individual differences, organizations should provide an 
environment that encourages the "optimal use" of individual 
potentialities through placement practices. There are at least two 
implications of the results of the present study for human resource 
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management. 
Schneider (1987) contended that personality and interest kinds of 
measures were not designed to make fine-grained distinctions among 
people who are relatively similar to begin with and therefore should not 
be used to refer to individual differences within organizations (p. 
447). His contention, however, cannot be fully accepted. People in 
an organization may be similar in terms of their cognitive measures 
(e.g., ability, aptitude, skills) because the range of applicants was 
restricted by minimum requirements or self-selection. There is, 
however, no firm evidence indicating that their non-cognitive 
measures (e.g., personality, interests) are also similar to begin 
with. Therefore, the first implication of the present study stems 
from the use of vocational interests as a means of measuring group 
homogeneity in an organization. The results of this study suggest 
placing individuals in groups on the basis of similarity of 
interests. A question of whether this placement practice is valuable 
directs us toward a second implication. 
Through the present study, group behavior was examined in 
relation to interest homogeneity of group members. The results 
showed that group homogeneity in the work environment has a 
significant relationship with job satisfaction. Several researchers 
have recently suggested that selection strategies could be used to 
increase job satisfaction (Staw & Ross, 1985). However, selecting 
happy people may not always be practical especially if job 
satisfaction can be produced by environmental factors. In addition, 
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although the present study did not show significant findings with job 
performance, it cannot be claimed that group homogeneity has no impact 
on job performance (because of the sole use of interests in the 
homogeneity measure and the lack of performance data in this 
research). 
Traditionally, personnel decisions have been made based upon a 
principle of person-job matching. That is, each job is believed to 
have certain characteristics which need to be matched with some person 
possessing certain qualities. In addition, personnel management in 
many organizations has been utilizing an idea that once the right 
people are selected (based on personal variables such as cognitive 
ability), good performance and job satisfaction will result. However, 
emphasizing personal characteristics as causes of many important 
outcome variables may result in a lack of continuous efforts on human 
resource management. For example, if managers emphasize personal 
characteristics as causes of performance, then they may not see any 
merit in working to improve an individual performance. 
It is true that a selection issue has been relatively 
overemphasized compared to a placement issue. However, standard 
selection procedures largely ignore "group" aspects. Group 
behavior is affected by more than just the sum of individual member 
competence because some dynamics are involved in group processes. 
Once the right people are selected, it is important to create a 
favorable work environment that fosters the development and 
utilization of individual talent — but how? The present study 
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suggests that one efficient and straightforward means of improving 
group behavior is through group composition. Managerial efforts to 
place Individuals in work groups based upon homogeneity of member 
characteristics (e.g., vocational interest) may facilitate group 
behavior or, at least, lead to higher job satisfaction among group 
members. 
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IOWA STATE 
Department of Psychology 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-1742 
TO; Employees of Fire Department 
I am Interested In obtaining Information about the effectiveness of work 
groups. For this purpose, I would like you to fill out the following 
questionnaire. Your responses are anonymous and will be kept confidential. 
Results of this study will aid In better utilization of human resources. If 
you find questions that are objectionable, you may leave them Incomplete. It 
will take about 40 minutes to complete this questionnaire. 
Hye R. Kim 
Graduate Student 
Wilbur L. Layton, Ph.D. 
Professor and Chair 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Please provide the following Information 
1. You are currently working In station #. and group(shlft) #. 
female 2. Your age: Sex: male 
3. You describe yourself as: Caucasian 
American Indian 
Black 
Other 
Or lental 
4. Marital status: single married other 
5. How long have you been a firefighter? 
6. How long have you worked with your present work group(sh I ft)? 
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